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□aims 1-5, 9-11, 14-16 f 18, and 22-38 are pending in this application. Claims 6-8, 12, 13, 19- 
21 have previously been cancelled; claim 17 has been withdrawn, and no new claims shave 
been added. 

BsaulBgBlfiltt for Restriction between Group I and Group II Claims 

The Office Action required restriction between Claims 1-5, 9-11, 14-16, 18, and 22-38 (Group 
I), classified in class 29, subclass 831, and claim 17 (Group II), classified in class 174, subclass 
260. Section of the invention of Grtxjp I male in the Amendment dated October 8, 2003 is 
confirmed. 

Requirement tor Election between Species 

The Examiner asserts that Group I itself includes two groups: Group I-A (claims 1-5, 9-11, and 
22-38), classified in class 29, subclass 846, and Group I-B (claims 14-16 and 18), classified in 
class 29, subclass 831. Applicant is then required to elect a single disclosed species from 
amongst Species defined in the Office Action as: ^Species A, drawn to Figure 1A-1D; Species B, 
drawn to Figures lA'-lCT; Species C, drawn to Figures 2 and 5; Species D, drawn to Figures 3A- 
3F; and Species E, drawn to Figures 4A-4F 

In the Response filed December 21, 2004 it was explained why the alleged Species A and 
Species B are not distinct: % \ . .Fig. iA' is a plan view of Fig. 1A; Fig. IB' is a plan view of Fig. 
IB; and Fig. l&isaplan viewofFig. ID (there is no Fig. icy . , Note Applicants' 
specification, paoe 11/ ! *ne 29 to page 12, lines 4-10: 

"FIGS 1A through ID are diagrammatic cross-sectional sketches of a semiconductor 
substrate with a metallization system at various, stages in the fabrication thereof in 
accordance with the invention, FIGS. 1A, IB, 1C being cross-sectional elevation view 
sketches and FIG. ID being a cross-sectional perspective view sketch; 
FIGS. 1A' and IB' are plan views of the semiconductor structure of FIGS. 1A and IB, 
respectively, the cross sections of FIGS. 1A and IB being taken along lines 1A-1A and 
IB-IB in FIGS. 1A', IB', respectively; 

FIG. ID' is a plan view of the semiconductor structure of FIG. ID in accordance with one 
embodiment of the invention/' 
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Consequently, FIGS. 1A-1D, 1A', IB' and ID' all illustrate and are described as illustrating one 
and the same embodiment of the invention. FIG. 1A is a cross-section along line 1A-1A in FIG. 
1A'; FIG. IB is a cross-section along line IB-IB in FIG. IB'; and FIG, ID' Is a plan view of FIG. 
ID. FIGS. 1A, IB, !C and ID are cross-sections of the same semiconductor substrate at 
sequential stages in fabrication, FIG. ID being a cross-sectional perspective view of the 
semiconductor substrate at a stage In fabrication subsequent to that represented by FIG. 1C. 
Thus, FIGS. 1A and 1A' are merely different views, cross-sectional and plan, of the same 
substrate; similarly with FIGS. IB and IB', and with FIGS. ID and ID 1 . As pointed out in the 
Response dated December 21, 2004: * The alleged Species A and Species Bare in fact one and 
the same species; appropriate correction by the Examiner is requested. "Unfortunately, no 
response by the Examiner was included in the current Office Action. 

In response to the requirement to elect between species, Applicants elect the single disclosed 
species drawn to the embodiment dlsdosed by FIGS. 1A-1D, 1A', IB- and it)-. Oaims 1-4, 10, 
11, 22-30, and 32-38 all are readable on Species A and on alleged Species B, For completeness 
of response, if the Examiner persists in holding that Species A and Species B are distinct, 
Species A is elected, but an explanation of why Spades B is considered to be different and 
patentably distinct from Spedes A, both of which describe and illustrate the same embodiment, 
Is requested. 

Of the claims readable on the elected spedes, at least independent daims 1,29 and 32 are 
generic to all of the spedes A-E. Each of those daims reads on: 

Suedes A/B : formation Of windows 25, together with elecbomlgrationHnhibiting plugs 31 and 
electrically conductive segments 37 having coplanar surfaces - see description of Figs. 1A-1D, 
1A', IB' and ID*. 

Species C: formation of windows 25, together with electromigration-inhibiting plugs 31 and 
electrically conductive segments 34a having coplanar surfaces; also formation of windows 62, 
together with electromigration-inhibiting plugs 63 and electrically conductive segments 60 
having coplanar surfaces - see description of Figs 2 and 5. 

10 

PAGE 11/24* RCVD AT 313012005 6:16:51 PM [Eastern Standard rone] * SVR:USPT0EFXRF-1/1 1 DNB:8729306 ' CSID:9728627438 * DURATION (mm-ss):0M2 



03/30/2005 17:18 



9728627438 



N RHYS MERRETT 



PAGE 



Application No.lQ/681,843 
Airfndt Dated: March 30, 2005 
Office Action Mailed: March H 2005 

Species D : formation of windows 80, together with elertromigration-inhiWting plugs 31 and 
electrically conductive segments 102 having ooplanar surfaces - see description of Figs 3Ar-3F. 

Species E: formation of windows 118, together with dectromtgration-lnhibfting plugs 31 and 
electrically conductive segments 110 having coplanar surfaces - see description of Fgs. 4A-4F . 

"During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given the broadest reasonable 
interpretation consistent with the specification."' MPEP 2111. The description of each of Figs. 2 
and 5, Figs. 3A-3F and Figs. 4A-4F makes reference, explicitly or implicitly, to use of 
methodology as described with reference to Figs. 1A - ID. 

Conclusion 

ft is believed a complete response has been made to all issues raised in the outstanding Office 
Action and it is hoped an early action on the merits may now be received. If there are any 
questions discussion of which would expedite further prosecution of the application, a telephone 
call to the undersigned (972-862-7428) would be appreciated. 

Date: March 30, 2005 Respectfully submitted, 



Hewlett-Packard Company 
Intellectual Property Administration 
3404 E. Harmony Road 
Mail Stop 35 

Fort COlllns, CO 80528-9599 




Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No. 27,250 
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Claims 1-5, 9-11, 14-16, 18, and 22-38 are pending in this application. Claims 6-8, X2, 13, 19- 
21 have previously been cancelled; claim 17 has been withdrawn, and no new dalms shave 
been added, 

BSfflyiDHgg!S for Restriction between Group I and firoup n Claims 

The Office Action required restriction between Claims 1-5, 9-11, 14-16, 18, and 22-38 (Group 

I), classified In class 29, subdass 831, and claim 17 (Group H), classified In dass 174, subclass 

260. Section of ttie invention of Group I made in the Amendment dated October 8, 2003 is 

confirmed. 

Requirement for Election between SussjBS 

The Examiner asserts that Group I itself indudes two groups; Group I-A (dalms 1-5, 9-11, and 
22-38), dassified In class 29, subdass 846, and Group I-B (claims 14-16 and 18), dassified in 
dass 29, subclass 831. Applicant Is then required to elect a single disdosed species from 
amongst Species defined in the Office Action as: "Species A, drawn to Figure 1A-1D; Spedes B, 
drawn to Figures lA'-lD*; Species C, drawn to Figures 2 and 5; Species D, drawn to Figures 3A- 
3F; and Species E, drawn to Figures 4A-4F," 

In the Response filed December 21, 2004 it was explained why the alleged Species A and 

Speties B are not distinct: " . .Fig. lA'&ap/an view of Fig; lA;Ffg. l&isa pfan view of Fig. 

IB; and Fig. ID' is a plan view of Fig. ID (there is no Fig, 1C) " Note Applicants' 

specification, page 11, line 29 to page 12, lines 4-10: 

"FIGS 1A through ID are diagrammatic cross-sectional sketches of a semiconductor 
substrate with a metallization system at various stages in the fabrication thereof fin 
accordance with the invention, FIGS. 1A, IB, 1C being cross-sectional elevation view 
sketches and FIG. ID being a ooss-secttonal perspective view sketch; 
FIGS. 1A' and IB' are plan views of the semiconductor structure of FIGS. 1A and IB, 
respectively, the cross sections of FIGS. 1A and IB being taken along lines 1A-1A and 
IB-IB in FIGS. 1A', IB', respectively; 

FIG. ID' is a plan view of the semiconductor structure of FIG, ID in accordance with one 
embodiment of the invention. * 
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Consequently, FIGS. 1A-1D, 1A', IB' and ID' all illustrate and are described as illustrating one 
and the same embodiment of the invention, FIG. 1A is a cross-section along line 1A-1A in FIG. 
1A'; FIG. IB is a cross-section along line IB-IB in FIG, IB'; and FIG* lD r Is a plan view of FIG. 
ID- FIGS. 1A, IB, IC and ID are cross-sections of the same semiconductor substrate at 
sequential stages in fabrication, FIG* ID being a crass-sectional perspective view of the 
semiconductor substrate at a stage in fabrication subsequent to that represented by FIG, 1C 
Thus, FIGS, XA and 1A' are merely different views, cross-^fectional and plan* of the same 
substrate; similarly with FIGS. IB and IB', and with FIGS. ID and ID 7 . As pointed out in the 
Response dated December 21, 2004: * The alleged Species A and Species B are in fact one and 
the same species; appropriate correction by the Examiner is requested. Unfortunately, no 
response by the Examiner was included in the current Office Action. 

In response to the requirement to elect between species, Applicants elect the angle disclosed 
species drawn to the embodiment disclosed by FIGS. 1A-1D, 1A', IB 1 and ID'. Claims 1-4, 10, 
11, 22-30, and 32-38 all are readable on Species A and on alleged Species B. For completeness 
of response, if the Examine- persists in holding that Species A and Species B are distinct, 
Species A is elected, but an explanation of why Species B is considered to be different and 
patentaWy distinct from Species A, both of which describe and illustrate the same embodiment, 
is requested. 

Of the claims readable on the elected species, at least independent claims 1,29 and 32 are 
generic to ail of the species A-E. Each of those daims reads on: 

SpfiQfiS A/fr formation of windows 25, together with electromfgraUon^nhibib'ng plugs 31 and 
electrically conductive segments 37 having ooplanar surfaces - see description of Figs, 1A-1D, 
1A', IB' and ID'. 

Species C: formation of windows 25, together with dedromigration-inhibiting plugs 31 and 
electrically conductive segments 34a having coplanar surfaces; also formation of windows 62, 
together with dedromigratfon-lnhibitf ng plugs 63 and electrically conductive segments 60 
having coplanar surfaces - see description of Figs 2 and 5, 
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S Pfitfg ., R - formation of windows 80, together with dectromigratiorHnhibfCng plugs 31 and 
electrically conductive segments 102 having coplanar surfaces - see description of Figs 3A-3F. 

SPftfes E formation of windows 118, together with dectromigjauorrinhibfting plugs 31 and 
electrically conductive segments 110 having coplanar surfaces - see description of Figs. 4A-4F. 

"During patent examination, the pending claims must be 'given the broadest reasonable 
interpretation consistent with the specification.'" mpep 2111. The description of each of Figs. 2 
and 5, Figs. 3A-3F and Figs. 4A-4F makes reference, explicitly or implicitly, to use Of 
methodology as described with reference to Figs. 1A - ID. 

Conclusion 

ft is believed a complete response has been made to all issues raised In the outstanding Office 
Action and it is hoped an early action on the merits may now be received. If there are any 
questions discussion of which would expedite further prosecution of the application, a telephone 
call to the undersigned (972-862-7428) would be appreciated. 



Date: March 30, 2005 
Hewlett-Packard Company 
Intellectual Property Administration 
3404 E. Harmony Road 
Mail Stop 35 

Fort Goiiins, OO 80528-9599 



Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No. 27,250 



Respectfully submitted, 
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